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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant has amended claims 1, 12, 16, 18, 23 and 28-30. 
Claims 1-30 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

L Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-30 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §103 * ) 

1 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-5, 9-11, 16-17, 23-27, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over to Sjoblom (US Publication No. 2002/0150096) in view of Dougherty et al 
(USPN 6,363,525) and further in view of Welch, Jr. et al (USPN 5,862,335). 

Regarding claims 1, 16, 23, and 29, Sjoblom teaches a method and apparatus for 
capturing communication associated information (CAI) of a communication between a subject 
and an associate, the method comprising the steps of: intercepting the communication, the 
communication comprising at least one packet and each packet comprising CAI; and reporting a 
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first message to a Law Enforcement Agency (LEA) (abstract, fig. 2 and 5-7, page 1, section 
0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 0077 and 0079-0080). 

Sjoblom does not teach providing an application identifier (AID) in the at least one packet 
of the communication, the AID identifying the format of the CAI; extracting in accordance with 
the ATP the CAI from the at least one packet for reporting. Dougherty et al teaches providing an 
application identifier (AID) in the at least one packet of the communication, the AID identifying 
the format of the CAI; extracting in accordance with the AID the CAI from the at least one 
packet for reporting (column 2 lines 26-35, column 8 lines 14-40, column 11 line 50-column 12 
line 15, column 23 lines 4-12 and column25 lines 31-47). Therefore it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
Sjoblom and Dougherty et al to further modify the ordered delivery of intercepted data by 
Sjoblom by providing an application identifier (AID) in the at least one packet of the 
communication, the AID identifying the format of the CAI; extracting in accordance with the 
AID the CAI from the at least one packet for reporting because depending on the application the 
CAI is provided in either Layer 3 or 7 of the packet and thus by identifying the type of 
application the system knows where to extract the CAI from without having to illegally search 
the whole packet including the communication content thus making the system legal and 
efficient. 

Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al does not teach determining whether the extracted CAI 
is a new instance of the CAI; and reporting a first message in response to a determination that the 
extracted CAI is the new instance of the CAI. Welch, Jr. et al teach determining whether the 
extracted CAI is a new instance of the CAI; and reporting a first message in response to a 
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determination that the extracted C AI is the new instance of the C AI (column 1 , line 47 through 
column 2, line 9). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify the ordered delivery of intercepted data by 
Sjohlom in view of Dougherty et al. by determining whether the extracted CAI is a new instance 
of the CAI; and reporting a first message in response to a determination that the extracted CAI is 
the new instance of the CAI because a conversation is broken into multiple packets and 
transported and the system intercepts each packet and retrieves the CAI from that packet and 
stores it thus creating huge amounts of records and by determining whether a packet is a new 
instance and only transporting those that are reduces the amounts of records stored thus freeing 
system storage. 

Regarding claim 2 and 24, Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al teach the method of 
Claim 1 and 23 as applied above, (abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 0003-0005, page 4, 
section 001-0073, and page 5, section 0077 and 0079-0080 of Sjoblom). 

Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al does not teach wherein the method further comprises 
the steps of: determining whether a given amount of time has elapsed between packets of the at 
least one packet of the communication, the packets being identified by the CAI; and reporting a 
second message in response to a determination that the given amount of time has elapsed. Welch, 
Jr. et al teaches wherein the method further comprises the steps of: determining whether a given 
amount of time has elapsed between packets of the at least one packet of the communication, the 
packets being identified by the CAI; and reporting a second message in response to a 
determination that the given amount of time has elapsed (column 1, line 47 through column 2, 
line 9). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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invention was made to further modify the ordered delivery of intercepted data by Sjohlom in 
view of Dougherty et al by wherein the method further comprises the steps of: determining 
whether a given amount of time has elapsed between packets of the at least one packet of the 
communication, the packets being identified by the CAI; and reporting a second message in 
response to a determination that the given amount of time has elapsed because a conversation is 
broken into multiple packets and transported and the system intercepts each packet and 
retrieves the CAI from that packet and stores it thus creating huge amounts of records and by 
determining whether a packet is a new instance and only transporting those that are reduces the 
amounts of records stored thus freeing system storage. 

Regarding claim 3, 5, 11 and 17, Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al teach the method 
of Claim 1, 2, 4 and 16 as applied above, (abstract, fig.2 and 5-7- page 1, section 0003-0005, 
page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 0077 and 0079-0080 of Sjoblom). 

Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al does not teach wherein the first, second, and third 
message comprises at least one of a subject identifier, a time stamp indicating when the message 
was sent, the IP address of the subject, a packet direction indicator identifying whether the 
message was sent or received by the subject, the IP address of the associate, a first instance 
indicator identifying the new instance of the CAI, and a counter indicating the number of packets 
identified by the CAI seen since a last message. Welch, Jr. et al teach wherein the second 
message comprises at least one of a subject identifier, a time stamp indicating when the message 
was sent, the EP address of the subject, a packet direction indicator identifying whether the 
message was sent or received by the subject, the IP address of the associate, a first instance 
indicator identifying the new instance of the CAI, and a counter indicating the number of packets 
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identified by the CAI seen since a last message (column 1, line 47 through column 2, line 9). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the ordered delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom in view of 
Dougherty et al by wherein the second message comprises at least one of a subject identifier, a 
time stamp indicating when the message was sent, the IP address of the subject, a packet 
direction indicator identifying whether the message was sent or received by the subject, the IP 
address of the associate, a first instance indicator identifying the new instance of the CAI, and a 
counter indicating the number of packets identified by the CAI seen since a last message because 
a conversation is broken into multiple packets and transported and the system intercepts each 
packet and retrieves the CAI from that packet and stores it thus creating huge amounts of 
records and by determining whether a packet is a new instance and only transporting those that 
are reduces the amounts of records stored thus freeing system storage. 

Regarding claim 4 and 25, Sjoblom teaches the method of Claim 1 and 23 as applied 
above, (abstract, fig. 2 and 5-7, page 1, section 0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, 
section 0077 and 0079-0080 of Sjoblom), 

Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al does not teach wherein the method further comprises 
the steps of: determining whether a given number of packets of the at least one packet of the 
communication has been intercepted, the packets being identified by the CAI; and reporting a 
third message in response to a determination that the given number of packets identified by the 
CAI has been intercepted. Welch, Jr. et al teach wherein the method further comprises the steps 
of: determining whether a given number of packets of the at least one packet of the 
communication has been intercepted, the packets being identified by the CAI; and reporting a 
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third message in response to a determination that the given number of packets identified by the 
CAI has been intercepted (column 1, line 47 through column 2, line 9). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further 
modify the ordered delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al by 
wherein the method further comprises the steps of: determining whether a given number of 
packets of the at least one packet of the communication has been intercepted, the packets being 
identified by the CAI; and reporting a third message in response to a determination that the given 
number of packets identified by the CAI has been intercepted because a conversation is broken 
into multiple packets and transported and the system intercepts each packet and retrieves the 
CAI from that packet and stores it thus creating huge amounts of records and by determining 
whether a packet is a new instance and only transporting those that are reduces the amounts of 
records stored thus freeing system storage. 

Regarding claim 9 and 26, Sjoblom teaches the method of Claim 1 and 23 as applied 
above, (abstract, fig. 2 and 5-7, page 1, section 0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, 
section 0077 and 0079-0080 of Sjoblom). 

Sjoblom does not teach wherein the method further comprises the step of: providing an 
AID-tag in the at least one packet of the communication, the AID-tag indicating the presence of 
the AID. Dougherty et al teach wherein the method further comprises the step of: providing an 
AID-tag in the at least one packet of the communication, the AID-tag indicating the presence of 
the AID (column 2 lines 26-35, column 8 lines 14-40, column 11 line 50-column 12 line 15, 
column 23 lines 4-12 and column25 lines 31-47). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the ordered delivery 
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of intercepted data by Sjoblom by wherein the method further comprises the step of: providing an 
AID-tag in the at least one packet of the communication, the AID-tag indicating the presence of 
the AH) because depending on the application the CAI is provided in either Layer 3 or 7 of the 
packet and thus by identifying the type of application the system knows where to extract the CAI 
from without having to illegally search the whole packet including the communication content 
thus making the system legal and efficient. 

Regarding claim 10 and 27, Sjoblom teaches the method of Claim 1 and 23 as applied 
above, (abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, 
section 0077 and 0079-0080). 

Sjoblom does not teach wherein the method further comprises the steps of: providing an 
AID-tag in the at least one packet of the communication, wherein the AID-tag indicates the 
presence of the AID, and wherein the AID-tag is located in the protocol field of the Network 
Layer 3. Dougherty et al teach wherein the method further comprises the steps of: providing an 
AID-tag in the at least one packet of the communication, wherein the AID-tag indicates the 
presence of the AID, and wherein the AID-tag is located in the protocol field of the Network 
Layer 3 (column 2 lines 26-35, column 8 lines 14-40, column 11 line 50-column 12 line 15, 
column 23 lines 4-12 and column 25 lines 31-47). Therefore it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the ordered 
delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom by wherein the method further comprises the steps of: 
providing an AID-tag in the at least one packet of the communication, wherein the AID-tag 
indicates the presence of the AID, and wherein the AID-tag is located in the protocol field of the 
Network Layer 3 because depending on the application the CAI is provided in either Layer 3 or 7 
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of the packet and thus by identifying the type of application the system knows where to extract 
the CAI from without having to illegally search the whole packet including the communication 
content thus making the system legal and efficient. 

4. Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sjoblom (US 
Publication No. 2002/0150096) in view of Dougherty et al (USPN 6,363,525) and further in 
view of Welch, Jr. et al (USPN 5,862,335), as applied to claims 1-5, 9-11, 16-17, 23-27, and 29 
above, and further in view of Applicant Admitted Prior Art (AAPA). 

Regarding claim 6, Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, 
Jr. et al teaches the method of Claim 1, as applied above (abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 
0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 0077 and 0079-0080 of Sjoblom). 

Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, Jr. et al does not teach 
wherein the AID is located in the Network Layer 3 . AAPA teaches wherein the AID is located in 
the Network Layer 3 (page 2, line 26 - page 3, line 5). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the ordered 
delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, 
Jr. et al by wherein the AID is located in the Network Layer 3 because it is well known in the art 
that different applications store AID in various Network Layers and email service providers 
utilize Layer 3 to store AID (email being a form of network communication). 

Regarding claim 7, Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, Jr. 
et al teach the method of Claim 1 as applied above, (abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 0003- 

0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 0077 and 0079-0080 of Sjoblom). 
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Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, Jr. et al does not teach 
wherein the AID is located in the protocol field of the Network Layer 3. AAPA teaches wherein 
the AID is located in the protocol field of the Network Layer 3 (page 2, line 26 - page 3, line 5). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the ordered delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom in view of 
Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, Jr. et al by wherein the AID is located in the 
protocol field of the Network Layer 3 because it is well known in the art that different 
applications store AID in various Network Layers and email service providers utilize Layer 3 to 
store AID (email being a form of network communication). 

Regarding claim 8, Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, Jr. 
et al teach the method of Claim 1, as applied above, (abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 
0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 0077 and 0079-0080 of Sjoblom). 

Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, Jr. et al does not teach 
wherein the AID is located in the optional field of the Network Layer 3. AAPA teaches wherein 
the AID is located in the optional field of the Network Layer 3 (page 2, line 26 - page 3, line 5). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the ordered delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom in view of 
Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, Jr. et al by wherein the ADD is located in the 
optional field of the Network Layer 3 because it is well known in the art that different 
applications store AID in various Network Layers and email service providers utilize Layer 3 to 
store AID (email being a form of network communication). 
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5. Claims 12-15 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sjoblom (US Publication No. 2002/0150096) in view of Welch, Jr. et al (USPN 5,862,335) 

Regarding claims 12 and 28, Sjoblom teaches receiving least packet of the 
communication, each packet comprising communication associated information (CAI); reporting 
the CAI to an LEA (abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, 
and page 5, section 0077 and 0079-0080). 

Sjoblom does not teach a method and apparatus for consolidating at least one packet of a 
communication between a subject and an associate. Welch, Jr. et al teach a method and apparatus 
for consolidating at least one packet of a communication between a subject and an associate, the 
method comprising the steps of: determining whether a packet is a new instance of the CAI; 
reporting the CAI in response to a determination that the packet is a new instance of the CAI; 
and reporting the CAI periodically in response to a determination that the packet is a ^subsequent 
packet (column 1, line 47 through column 2, line 9). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the ordered 
delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom by consolidating at least one packet of a communication 
between a subject and an associate because a conversation is broken into multiple packets and 
transported and the system intercepts each packet and retrieves the CAI from that packet and 
stores it thus creating huge amounts of records and by determining whether a packet is a new 
instance and only transporting those that are reduces the amounts of records stored thus freeing 
system storage. 
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Regarding claim 13, Sjoblom teaches the method of Claim 12, as applied above, 
(abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 
0077 and 0079-0080). 

Sjoblom does not teach determining whether a packet is a new instance of the CAI is 
performed by comparing the CAI with a previous CAI. Welch, Jr. et al teach wherein the step of 
determining whether a packet is' a new instance of the CAI is performed by comparing the CAI 
with a previous CAI (column 1, line 47 through column 2, line 9). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify 
the ordered delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom by determining whether a packet is a new 
instance of the CAI is performed by comparing the CAI with a previous CAI because a 
conversation is broken into multiple packets and transported and the system intercepts each 
packet and retrieves the CAI from that packet and stores it thus creating huge amounts of records 
and by determining whether a packet is a new instance and only transporting those that are 
reduces the amounts of records stored thus freeing system storage. 

Regarding claim 14, Sjoblom teaches the method of Claim 12, as applied above, 
(abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 
0077 and 0079-0080). 

Sjoblom does not teach a method and apparatus for determining whether a packet is a 
new instance CAI is performed by allowing a given amount of time to elapse since the receipt 
the least one packet. Welch, Jr. et al teach wherein the step of determining whether a packet is a 
new instance CAI is performed by allowing a given amount of time to elapse since the receipt 
the least one packet (column 1, line 47 through column 2, line 9). Therefore it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify 
the ordered delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom by determining whether a packet is a new 
instance CAI is performed by allowing a given amount of time to elapse since the receipt the 
least one packet because a conversation is broken into multiple packets and transported and the 
system intercepts each packet and retrieves the CAI from that packet and stores it thus creating 
huge amounts of records and by determining whether a packet is a new instance and only 
transporting those that are reduces the amounts of records stored thus freeing system storage. 

Regarding claim 15, Sjoblom teaches the method of Claim 12, as applied above, 
(abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 
0077 and 0079-0080). 

Sjoblom does not teach the CAI report comprises at least one of a subject identifier, a 
time stamp indicating when the message was sent, *the IP address of the subject, a packet 
direction indicator identifying whether the message was sent or received by the subject, an 
associate identifier, a first instance indicator identifying the new instance of the CAI, and a 
counter indicating the number of packets identified by the CAI seen since a last report. Welch, 
Jr. et al teach wherein the CAI report comprises at least one of a subject identifier, a time stamp 
indicating when the message was sent, the EP address of the subject, a packet direction indicator 
identifying whether the message was sent or received by the subject, an associate identifier, a 
first instance indicator identifying the new instance of the CAI, and a counter indicating the 
number of packets identified by the CAI seen since a last report (column 1, line 47 through 
column 2, line 9). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify the ordered delivery of intercepted data by 
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Sjoblom by wherein the CAI report comprises at least one of a subject identifier, a time stamp 
indicating when the message was sent, the IP address of the subject, a packet direction indicator 
identifying whether the message was sent or received by the subject, an associate identifier, a 
first instance indicator identifying the new instance of the CAI, and a counter indicating the 
number of packets identified by the CAI seen since a last report because a conversation is broken 
into multiple packets and transported and the system intercepts each packet and retrieves the 
CAI from that packet and stores it thus creating huge amounts of records and by determining 
whether a packet is a new instance and only transporting those that are reduces the amounts of 
records stored thus freeing system storage. 

6. Claims 18, 21 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sjoblom (US Publication No. 2002/0150096) in view of Dougherty et al (USPN 6,363,525). 

Regarding claims 18, 21, and 30, Sjoblom teaches a method and apparatus for in the at 
least one packet of a communication, comprising: communication associated information (CAI) 
and providing the application identifier to an LEA (abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 0003- 
0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 0077 and 0079-0080). 

Sjoblom does not teach indicating the format of the CAI in a packet of communication. 
Dougherty et al teach indicating the format of CAI in at least one packet of a communication, the 
method comprising the steps of providing an application identifier tag in the at least one packet, 
the application identifier indicating the presence of an application identifier and communication 
associated information (CAI); and providing the application identifier in the at least one packet, 
the application identifier indicating the format of the CAI (column 2 lines 26-35, column 8 lines 
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14-40, column 11 line 50-column 12 line 15, column 23 lines 4-12 and column 25 lines 31-47). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the ordered delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom by indicating the 
format of the CAI in a packet of communication because depending on the application the CAI is 
provided in either Layer 3 or 7 of the packet and thus by identifying the type of application the 
system knows where to extract the CAI from without having to illegally search the whole packet 
including the communication content thus making the system legal and efficient. 

7. Claims 19-20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sjoblom (US Publication No. 2002/0150096) in view of Dougherty et al (USPN 6,363,525) as 
applied to claims 18, 21 and 30 above, and further in view of Applicant Admitted Prior Art 
(AAPA). 

Regarding claim 19 and 22, Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of 
Welch, Jr. et al teach the method of Claim 18 and 21, as applied above, (abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, 
page 1, section 0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 0077 and 0079-0080 of 
Sjoblom). 

Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, Jr. et al does not teach 
wherein the application identifier tag is located in the protocol field of the Network Layer 3. 
AAPA teaches wherein the application identifier tag is located in the protocol field of the 
Network Layer 3 (page 2, line 26 - page 3, line 5). Therefore it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the ordered 
delivery of intercepted data by Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, 
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Jr. et al by wherein the application identifier tag is located in the protocol field of the Network 
Layer 3 because it is well known in the art that different applications store AID in various 
Network Layers and email service providers utilize Layer 3 to store AID (email being a form of 
network communication). 

Regarding claim 20, Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, 
Jr. et al teach the method of Claim 18, as applied above, (abstract, fig.2 and 5-7, page 1, section 
0003-0005, page 4, section 001-0073, and page 5, section 0077 and 0079-0080 of Sjoblom). 

Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, Jr. et al does not teach 
wherein the application identifier is located in the optional field of the Network Layer 3. AAPA 
teaches wherein the application identifier is located in the optional field of the Network Layer 3 
(page 2, line 26 - page 3, line 5). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the ordered delivery of intercepted 
data by Sjoblom in view of Dougherty et al, and further in view of Welch, Jr. et al by wherein 
the application identifier is located in the optional field of the Network Layer 3 because it is well 
known in the art that different applications store AID in various Network Layers and email 
service providers utilize Layer 3 to store ADD (email being a form of network communication). 

Conclusion 

8, The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: Jorgemen. 
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9, Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kristie Shingles whose telephone number is 571-272-3888. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on 571-272-3880. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Kristie Shingles 
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